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DIGEST: 

1. Where a s o l i c i t a t i o n  c l e a r l y  s p e c i f i e s  t h a t  
b i d s  w i l l  be evaluated by t o t a l i n g  the  
p r i c e s  fo r  bas ic  and opt ion q u a n t i t i e s ,  a 
p r o t e s t e r  who s u b m i t s  the  low p r i c e  f o r  the 
bas ic  quan t i ty ,  b u t  not the low t o t a l  p r i c e ,  
is  not i n  l i n e  f o r  award. 

2. GAO w i l l  not consider a p r o t e s t ,  f i l e d  
a f t e r  b i d  opening, a l leg ing  t h a t  an 
eva lua t ion  scheme including p r i c e s  f o r  
option q u a n t i t i e s  is improper because the 
government may not exe rc i se  t h e  option. 
Under GAO B i d  P r o t e s t  Procedures, p r o t e s t s  
concerning al leged impropriet ies  i n  s o l i c i -  
t a t i o n s  m u s t  be f i l e d  before b i d  opening. 

AC, Inc.  p r o t e s t s  the award of a cont rac t  t o  
Engineered Systems & Development Corporation under 
s o l i c i t a t i o n  N o .  DAAK10-84-B-0061, i s s u e d  by the U.S. 
A r m y  Armament Research and Development Center,  Dover, 
N e w  Je rsey .  T h i s  con t r ac t  covers 41 Ground Vehicle 
Mine Dispensers, designated M128, w i t h  an opt ion f o r  75 
add I t i o n a l  u n i t s  . 

We deny the p r o t e s t  i n  p a r t  and d i s m i s s  t h e  remainder. 

The Army evaluated b i d s  on the b a s i s  of both the bas ic  
and opt ion  q u a n t i t i e s .  AC a s s e r t s  t h a t  because i t s  p r i c e  
for the  bas ic  quan t i ty  is  low and t h e  Army may not exerc ise  
the opt ion ,  i t  should have received t h e  award. 

The bids  i n  quest ion were a s  follows: 

AC Engineered Systems - 
Basic Quant i ty  
Option Quantity 
Total  

$ 6,150,000 $ 6,239,000 
10,835,000 

$ 1  6,985,000 
10,314,000 

$16,553,000 
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In formulating its protest, AC apparently has overlooked 
the provision on page 76 of the solicitation which speci- 
fied that award would be made to the low responsive bidder 
for both basic and option quantities who satisfied all the 
solicitation's Special Standards of Responsibility (not at 
issue here). The solicitation further provided that bids 
would be evaluated by adding the total price f o r  the 
option quantity, as calculated in accord with a prescribed 
formula, to the total price for the basic quantity. When 
the two bids are evaluated this way, Engineered Systems' 
is low. Since award evaluation considered option prices 
as specified in the solicitation, the Army's award was 
proper. See Jefferson Construction Corp., B-215080, 
May 29, 1984, 84-1 CPD 11 580. 

AC also alleges that the evaluation scheme set forth 
in the solicitation should not have been used because the 
Army may not purchase the option quantity. This concerns 
an alleged impropriety in the solicitation. Our Bid Pro- 
test Procedures, 4 C.F.R. 5 21.2(b)(l) (1984), require that 
protests based on improprieties of this type must be filed 
before bid opening. Here, bid opening occurred on July 9, 
1984, but AC's protest was not filed with our Office until 
August 6 ,  1984. The allegation therefore is untimely and 
not for consideration on the merits. 

The protest is denied in part and dismissed in part. 

of the United States 
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